
EPA Comments on the Draft Final 
"No F'urther Action Justification Document" 

for Operable Unit 16 

General Comments 

Overall, this document was found to be inadequate to substantiate a determination that 
either no further action is required at this site, or that specific further action is required. The 
document will need to be revised to allow EJ?A and CDH to make the appropriate 
determination. Pursuant to LAG SOW Table 5, if "the data submitted does not allow a no 
further action determination to be made, then further action shall be required by EPA and 
CDH. 
document which will allow us to make a no further action determination, otherwise a full 
blown OU 16 RI/RFI may be required. 

We strongly advise DOE to work closely with CDH and EPA in developing a final 

In looking at the document, i t j s  clear to us that the document is simply a collection of 
excerpts from previous submittals which do not advance our knowledge over what the parties 
knew prior to execution of the IAG. The IAG clearly envisioned that DOE would conduct 
appropriate research into its archives, conduct limited physical site assessments, and develop 
a No Further Action Justification confirming (or rebutting, if appropriate) the parties' 
expectations that no further remedial action would be required for any of the OU 16 sites. 
The current draft submittal, which is merely a regurgitation of previously known information 
does not satisfy the requirements of the IAG. 

In reviewing the historical information for each IHSS presented in this document, 
EPA is not able to determine whether the proposed actions as presented in section 3.0 are 
appropriate. DOE must submit additional information for EPA's evaluation. This' 
infomation should include, but should not be limited to, detailed documentation or records 
of the incidents, response actions, analytical data of samples taken, and a rationale supporting 
the proposed actions. In the case it is determined that RI work is needed for some of the 
MSS's, then the agencies should discuss field sampling activities needed and schedules for 
their implementation. Specific comments on the document are presented below. 

As a matter of/procedure, provided that DOE develops an acceptable Final No 
Further Action Justification, EPA believes that the document should undergo formal public 
comment. It is our view that final agency determination closing out this OU should be 
memorialized in a Record Of Decision (ROD) and that CERCLA 0 117 public participation 
requirements (for Proposed Plans) be followed. Therefore, upon approval of the final 
document by EPA and CDH, it should be public noticed for comment. At the conclusion of 
the public comment period, a responsiveness summary should be developed and a No Action 
ROD developed. Guidance on developing a No Action ROD is attached. Specifically, the 
guidance relating to Case # 3, No Further Action Necessary should be followed. Table 6 of 
the IAG needs to be modified to reflect the issuance of a Proposed Plan and a No Further 
Action ROD. 
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Specific Comments .. .. 

PAC 700-185. Responses to Operation or Occurrence. Were any samples taken after 
cleaning the spill with absorbent? Was the ground paved when the spill occurred? Is there 
any additional information which helps to support a "no further action"? 

PAC 000-192. Resuonses to (beration or Occurrence. The text states that samples were 
collected and analyzed from several locations after diverting the flow to Pond B-1. The text 
needs to specify if the samples collected were soils or water samples. In addition, this 
document needs to include the results of the sample analysis. 

PAC 700-194. Fate of Constituents Released to Environment. This section mentions some 
analytical results of water samples taken from Pond B-4 and Walnut Creek. This document 
needs to include more detailed analytical data. This is crucial to the evaluation and 
validation of the analytical results. 

PAC NW-195, PhvsicaVChemical Descrktion of Constituents Released. Detailed 
documentation on the spontaneous ignition of the nickel carbonyl vapors needs to be 
presented in this section. If all the vapors were consumed, then there may not be an air 
problem. However, there is a potential for soil contamination. Were any soil samples taken 
from the well? 

PAC NW-195, Resuonses to ODeration or Occurrence. This section needs to present in more 
detail the analytical data for the samples taken from the lip of the well. The analytical data 
should include information on the type of samples to determine whether the samples were 
taken from the air or soils. 

PAC NW-195. Comments. The location of the well should be further defined. 

PAC 100-196. Fate of Constituents Released to Environment. The backwash pond location 
needs to be defined. Once the location is identified, samples should be taken from the soils 
beneath the asphalt and sent to a laboratory for their analysis. 

PAC 500-197, Resuonses to meration or Occurrence. Were any samples taken from the 
excavated material during construction of the PSZ? Were any samples taken at trenches after 
the excavation? Are there indications that no other constituents were released? 

PAC 500-197, Fate of Constituents Released to Environment. This section states that no 
radioactive contamination was detected in the material excavated from the scrap metal 
trenches. It is not clear whether samples were analyzed or real time monitoring was 
conducted. This section needs to explain this in more detail and present the results. 

V.A.4.u-v-w-x. This MSSs are not part of OU 16. They need to be removed from this 
document. 
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Organization. The document should be reorganized so that all information regarding each 
MHS is grouped together. In addition, the document should be formatted in a manner 
consistent with EPA’s guidance for formatting No Action RODS. This will facilitate Agency 
review and subsequent conversion into a Proposed Plan and No Action ROD. 
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. H i ~ h I i ~ h t s  of Community Particip3rion 

e Scope 3;;d Role of Opzrable Gnit or Raponsc 
Acrion 

. Site Chanacrist iu 

. Statutotl, Authority Finding: Ihe  concludin,o 
sr3tencnt of the absezce of CERCL4 authority to 
address the problem should be the ume as in the 
Declaration. 

0 E - l a n a t i o n  of  Signifiont Ch3nges 

2- Res Dons ive r! a s  Su rn ma r.,. 

NO A C T I O S  SITUXTIOS $3: 
XO FLIRTHER ACXION XECESSARY 

1. Declan tio n 

. Site Name and Loution 

Statement of Basis and Purpose 

Description o f  the Selected Remedy: Tile Iczd 
33cn~;; should sratc [ h i t  no action is ncccss3i-y fcr 
the s i x  or opc:3Slc uait. although i t  may 3uthorize 
nonitorin2 to vc:i@ t h i t  no un3cccptablc 
c.xposurcs to risks p c d  by conditions a t  the sits 
or opcrablc unit OCC'JI in the future. 

r 

2. Decision Scrnz13r; 

- Sit< ::ame, Lourion, and Description 

Site History and Enforcement Actibitiu 

Highlights of Comaunity Particiption ' 

- Scope and RoIe of Operable Unit or Response Adon 

- Site Ch3racteristio 

S u m m a q  of Site Risks: The information in this secrion 
provides the primary basis for the no action decision. 
The dixussion should support the  de.termination that no 
further renedial action is necessar- to ensure protection 
of human h d t h  and the environment The l e d  39enq 
should explain the basis for its conclusion l b t  
unacceptable exposures to haurdous substances will not 
occur. (In most as=, this will be based on the bJseIinc 
risk asessrncnt conducted durins the remedi;ll 
investigation (RI).) A n y  prcnous rcsponsa th3t we:c 
conducted at the site or operable unit  that scr;ed to 
clirninate t h e  need for additional remedid iaion should 
be summarized in this discussion. In limited cscs whc:: 
altenarives were dzs.e!oped in the f a i b i l i y  stud:: (Fs), 
the l e d  ~ s e z c ;  should rcfcrcncc the RI/Fs Report. 

. 


